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DETAILED ACTION 

1. The following is a Final office action in response to the communications received 
1/10/2007. Claims 1, 3, 4, 7, 8, 54, and 78 have been amended. Claims 1, 3-8, 54-57, 
and 72-81 are pending in this office action. 

Response to Amendment 

2. Applicant's amendment to claim 78 is sufficient to overcome the claims 
objections set forth in the previous office action. 

3. Applicant's amendments to claims 3, 7, 8, and 54 are sufficient to overcome the 
35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, rejections set forth in the previous office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The foUov^ing is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) v/hich forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 3-8, 54-55, 72-79, and 81 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gisby et al. (U.S. 6,044,146) in view of Yacenda et al. (U.S. 
5,515,426). 

As per claim 1, Gisby et al. teaches a computer-implemented method for the 
intermediation of real time meetings, comprising: 

receiving an indication by a requester system that a requester (R-A) wants to 
request a real-time meeting M-A with a target T-A (See figures 2 and 3, column 2, lines 
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33-39, column 3, lines 1-14, wherein incoming calls are received because a caller needs a 
meeting with a target agent); 

sending to a decider system (D) a request to conduct a real time meeting M- A 
(See figures 2 and 3, column 5, lines 1-20 and 40-55, wherein a system receives the 
request for the meeting and queues the request); 

queuing the request for the meeting M-A by the decider system (See figures 2-3, 
column 5, lines 20-40, wherein the request is queued); 

receiving by the decider system (D) an availability status of T-A (See column 3, 
lines 1-5, column 4, lines 55-54, column 5, lines 5-10, column 6, lines 37-44, column 7, 
lines 1-20 and 39-55, which discusses availability); 

receiving by the decider system (D) an availability status of R-A (See column 5, 
lines 20-40 and 45-62, column 6, lines 35-50, and column 7, lines 1-10 and 32-52, 
wherein the availability status of R-A (the requester) is based on priority and thus the 
requester can be gotten based on this status); 

receiving an indication by the requester system that a requester (R-B) wants to 
request a real-time meeting M-B with target T-B, the meeting M-B to be disjoint in time 
with the meeting M-A; and such that one of the parties to M-A (R-A or T-A), known as 
the 'common party* is also the same as one of the parties to M-B (R-B or T-B) and thus 
there are only three distinct parties, the decider D being associated with the common 
party (See figures 2-3, column 3, lines 1-20, column 5, lines 20-40, column 6, lines 35- 
45, column 7, lines 1-15 and 35-50, wherein a second request for an agent is received, the 
request is queued, and wherein a queue of callers requesting an agent is formed. There is 
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one agent that takes multiple calls from the queue and thus the agent is the common 
party); 

sending to the decider system (D) a request to conduct a real time meeting M-B 
(See figures 2 and 3, column 5, lines 1-20 and 40-55, wherein a system receives the 
request for the meeting and queues the request); 

queuing the request for the meeting M-B by the decider system, such that requests 
for at least two distinct meetings, disjoint in time are placed in the queue, so that multiple 
pending real time meetings for the common party are in the queue at the same time (See 
figures 2-3, column 5, lines 20-40, wherein the request is queued, and wherein a queue of 
callers requesting an agent is formed); 

receiving by the decider system (D) an availability status of target T-B (See 
column 3, lines 1-15, column 4, lines 55-54, column 5, lines 5-10, column 6, lines 37-44, 
column 7, lines 1-20 and 39-55, which discusses availability); 

receiving by the decider system (D) an availability status of the requester R-B 
(See column 5, lines 20-40 and 45-62, column 6, lines 35-50, and coliunn 7, lines 1-10 
and 32-52, wherein the availability status of R-A (the requester) is based on priority and 
thus the requester can be gotten based on this status); 

initiating, by the decider, one of the two meetings M-A and M-B by connecting 
the common party and the other party to that meeting when the common party and that 
other party are mutually available (See column 3, lines 1-15, column 4, lines 55-67, 
colunm 5, lines 35-40, column 6, lines 35-50, column 7, lines 1-20 and 39-55, wherein 
both parties are available and the meeting is initiated based on the availability and 
priority of the requester and the availability of the agent); and 
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dequeuing the request for a meeting upon its completion (See at least column 5, 
lines 1-10, column 8, lines 25-30, wherein it is inherent that the call finishes and that the 
agent moves to the next requestor in the queue). 

However, Gisby et al. does not expressly disclose that a possible availability 
status of the requester R-A or R-B includes "not available". 

Yacenda et al. discloses that the requestor (who called an unavailable target party) 
leaves his/her number for callback and then when the target party becomes available, the 
requestor is no longer available (and thus his/her status is unavailable) (See figures 24 
and 24B, column 17, line 55-column 18, line 5, and column 19, lines 32-55, wherein a 
callback fiinction is indicated, the party to be called back (the requester) is unavailable, 
and the meeting does not occur until both parties are available). 

Both Gisby et al. and Yacenda et al. disclose systems teach telephone functions 
for connecting a call requester (calling party) and a call target. Gisby et al. specifically 
discloses systems where requesters are queued when targets are busy. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include the call 
back fimction of Yacenda et al. in the system of Gisby et al. in order to more efficiently 
facilitate calls between users by eliminating "phone tag" situations and causing a user to 
be on hold for long periods of time. 

As per claim 3, Gisby et al. teaches wherein a system of the target T-A is polled 
to determine the availability of target T-A (See colurrm 5, lines 5-11, wherein the system 
knows if the target is logged in and busy). 

As per claim 4, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the system of the target T-A sends 
the availability status of target T-A to the decider system (See column 5, lines 5-1 1, 



Application/Control Number: 09/416,278 ^ Page 6 

Art Unit: 3623 

column 7, lines 1-15 and 30-50, wherein the system knows if the target is busy based on 
status infomiation established by the target). 

As per claim 5, Gisby et al. teaches wherein a system of a party is polled to 
determine the party's availability (See column 5, lines 5-11, wherein the system knows if 
the target is logged in and busy). 

As per claim 6, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the system of a party sends the 
party's availability status to the decider system (See column 5, lines 5-11, column 7, lines 
1-15 and 30-50, wherein the system knows if the target is busy based on status 
information established by the target). 

As per claim 7, Gisby et al teaches wherein mutual availability is determined by 
checking the availability of one of the target/requester pairs T-A/R-A or T-B/R-B and the 
target (See column 5, lines 5-11, wherein the system knows if the target is logged in and 
busy or available. Further, see column 3, lines 1-15, column 4, lines 55-67, column 5, 
lines 35-40, column 6, lines 35-50, column 7, lines 1-20 and 39-55, which discusses 
availability and priority of the requester). 

As per claim 8, Gisby et al teaches wherein a request is sent to a plurality of 
targets and mutual availability is determined when the requester and one of the plurality 
of targets is available (See column 3, lines 1-15, column 4, lines 55-67, column 5, lines 
35-40, column 6, lines 35-50, column 7, lines 1-20 and 39-55, wherein both parties are 
available and the meeting is initiated based on the availability and priority of the 
requester and the availability of the agent). 

As per claim 54, Gisby et al. teaches displaying the availability status of one pf 
the requesters R-A and R-B on the target system, along with an indication that one of the 
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requesters R-A and R-B has requested a meeting (See column 6, lines 45-60, column 8, 
' lines 25-45, wherein the target receives a pop-up conceming the requester). 

As per claim 55, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the availability status is one of in, 
out, and unknown (See column 5, lines 5-11, wherein the system knows if the target is 
logged in. See also column 7, lines 1-10 and 30-57, which discusses further status 
information about a logged in agent). 

As per claim 72, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the decider system a part of the 
system of the common party for whom it is responsible, and wherein the decider already 
knows the status of the common party for which it is responsible (The common party is 
construed as the agent. See figures 2 and 3, column 5, lines 1-20 and 40-55, which 
discuss the system of the agent(s). See column 5, lines 5-11, wherein the system knows if 
the target is logged in. See also column 7, lines 1-10 and 30-57, which discusses further 
status information about a logged in agent). 

As per claim 73, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the decider system chooses to 
activate one of two real time meetings, where the parties for both meetings are available 
based on priority information provided by either party (See figure 3, column 5, lines 20- 
40, column 6, lines 35-55, column 7, lines 1-9 and 30-50, wherein availability is based on 
priority of the requester) or the order in time in which the requests were made (See figure 
2, column 4, line 54-column 3, line 11, which discusses FIFO). 

As per claim 74, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the decider system chooses to 
activate one of two real time meetings, where the parties for both meetings are available, 
based on ranking information including manual ranking through a user interface 
presented to the common party (See column 6, lines 45-60, column 8, lines 25-45, 
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wherein the target receives a pop-up concerning the requester and has the abiUty to bump 
the current call or finish the current call). 

As per claim 75, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the decider system chooses to 
activate one of two real time meetings, where the parties for both meetings are available, 
based on priority information provided by either party (See figure 3, column 5, lines 20- 
40, column 6, lines 35-55, column 7, lines 1-9 and 30-50, wherein availabihty is based on 
priority of the requester). 

As per claim 76, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the decider system chooses to 
activate one of two real time meetings, where the parties for both meetings are available, 
based on the order in time in which the requests were made (See figure 2, colunm 4, line 
54-column 3, line 11, which discusses FIFO). 

As per claim 77, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the decider system chooses to 
activate one of two real time meetings, where the parties for both meetings are available, 
based on relationship information about the parties based on party input or past history 
(see column 5, lines 60-67, wherein a customer database is used). 

As per claim 78, Gisby et al. teaches wherein a non-common requester is party to 
another, distinct meeting request (See figures 2-3, column 3, lines 1-20, column 5, lines 
20-40, column 6, lines 35-45, column 7, lines 1-15 and 35-50, wherein a second request 
for an agent is received, the request is queued, and wherein a queue of callers requesting 
an agent is formed). 

As per claim 79, Gisby et al. teaches wherein a non-common target is party to 
another distinct meeting request (See figures 2-3, wherein there is a second agent with 
separate call handling). 
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As per claim 81, Gisby et al. teaches wherein if all parties become available at 
once, only one of the meetings M-A and M-B will occur immediately and the other 
meeting will remain queued (See figiu-e 3, column 5, lines 20-40, colvmm 6, lines 35-55, 
column 7, lines 1-9 and 30-50, wherein availability is based on priority of the requester, 
and thus the meeting with the higher priority will occur and the once with lesser priority 
will remain in the queue). 



6. Claims 56-57 and 80 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gisby et al. (U.S. 6,044,146) in view of Yacenda et al. (U.S. 5,515,426) and in 
further view of Vaios (U.S. 6,272,216). 

As per claim 56, Gisby et al. teaches an availability status of the target T-A (See 
column 3, lines 1-15, column 4, lines 55-54, column 5, lines 5-10, column 6, lines 37-44, 
column 7, lines 1-20 and 39-55, which discusses availability). However, neither Gisby et 
al. does nor Yacenda et al. expressly disclose displaying an availability status of the 
target T-A on the requester system, along with an indication that the requestor has 
requested a meeting with the target. 

Vaios teaches displaying an availability status of the target T-A on the requester 
system, along with an indication that the requestor has requested a meeting with the 
target (See abstract, figure 2, column 4, lines 8-15, 35-58, column 5, lines 19-29, 38-39, 
and 53-67). 

Gisby et al. and Yacenda et al. are in analogous art and it is obvious to combine 
these references for the reasons set forth above. Further, both Gisby et al. and Vaios 
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disclose systems that connect requesters to agents using queuing methods. Vaios 
expressly discloses the requester side of these systems, wherein the requester may view 
status and other information about agents. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to also allow the requester system to view 
availability data and meeting requests by the requester in order to more efficiently let the 
requester gain service in a more timely manner and to allow the requester to have greater 
control over the handling and routing of their calls. See column 1, lines 23-25 and 
column 4, lines 43-58 of Vaios. 

As per claim 57, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the availability status is one of in, 
out, and unknown (See column 5, lines 5-11, wherein the system knows if the target is 
logged in. See also column 7, lines 1-10 and 30-57, which discusses further status 
information about a logged in agent). 

As per claim 80, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the target has two or more real-time 
meetings in the queue (See figures 2-3, column 5, lines 20-40). However, neither Gisby et 
al. nor Yacenda et al. expressly disclose that the requester has two or more real-time 
meetings in the queue. 

Vaios teaches that the requester has two or more real-time meetings in the queue 
(See abstract, column 4, lines 8-15, 43-58, column 5, hnes 19-29 and 53-56, wherein 
multiple requests to multiple agents are queued by the same requester system). 

Gisby et al. and Yacenda et al. are in analogous art and it is obvious to combine 
these references for the reasons set forth above. Further, both Gisby et al. and Vaios 
disclose systems that connect requesters to agents using queuing methods. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to also allow 
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the requester system to create a queue of outgoing calls while waiting for an agent in 
order to more efficiently let the requester gain service in a more timely manner and to 
allow the requester to have greater control over the handling and routing of their calls. 
See column 1, lines 23-25 and colunm 4, lines 43-58 of Vaios. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments with regards to Gisby et al. (U.S. 6,044,146) have been 
fully considered, but are moot in view of the new grounds of rejection, as necessitated by 
amendment. 

8. Applicant's arguments with regards to Gisby et al. (U.S. 6,044,146) and Vaios 
(U.S. 6,272,216) have been fully considered, but they are not persuasive. In the remarks, 
Applicant argues that he disagrees that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine Vaios and Gisby et al, since the 
caller/requesters in Gisby can change their queue position and thus it would not be 
desirable to see that they have moved to a lower place in the queue. 

In response to this argument. Applicant respectfully disagrees. Examiner first 
notes that the grounds of rejections have changed, and now claims 56-57 and 80 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gisby et al. in view of 
Yacenda et al. (U.S. 5,515,426) and in further view of Vaios. Further, examiner 
respectfully disagrees with appUcant. While the requester in Gisby et al. may change 
queue position, a requester would still want to know his/her queue status and the 
availability of the targets, in order to understand his/her place in the queue. Therefore, 
examiner maintains that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to also allow the requester system to view availability data and 
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meeting requests by the requester in order to more efficiently let the requester gain 
service in a more timely manner and to allow the requester to have greater control over 
the handling and routing of their calls. See column 1, lines 23-25 and column 4, lines 43- 
58 of Vaios. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new^ ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed v^ithin 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the 
advisory action, hi no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Lucas (U.S. 4,220,821) discloses conference calls, conference initiators, and 
connecting calls based on availability. 

Biggs et al. (U.S. 5,625,407) discloses a third party conference call system. 
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Bales et al (U.S. 5,544,237) discloses setting a conference call and initiating the 
call when all stations are available to take the call. 

Cannon et al. (U.S. 6,629,159) teaches a conference call system that either allows 
a third party to enter a conference call or indicates a busy line. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Beth Van Doren whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6737. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8:00-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on 571-272-6729. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO 
Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 
800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




bvd 

March 16, 2007 




